While many individuals think in terms of 5 to io% per annum in the extending. and the receiving of monetary loans, thousands of persons today experience the pain of paying ioo, 200, 3oo/ and over per annum for small loans. This is true in about a score of states where unregulated lenders are not only permitted to carry on a lucrative business but are aided by the laws-laws which do not afford opportunities for legitimate small loan companies to function satisfactorily in the states. In collecting more than two thousand case histories of borrowers in North and South Carolina the writer has had opportunity to observe at first hand the charges being made in these unregulated states. The exorbitant rates charged in South Carolina are revealed in an investigation completed by the writer in September, 1939, for the Women's Council for the Common Good of South Carolina. In this study, as also in a subsequent one of North Carolina, any compensation paid to the lender for the use of money was considered interest whether it was regularly called by the lender, for example, investigation fee, entry or brokerage fee.
lowing table, therefore, represents the cost of small loans to wage earners. It shows the average annual rates charged on i,o42 loans made to both white persons and Negroes in 14 towns and cities of South Carolina. These rates are classified first on the basis of amount of the loans and, second, on the basis of the race of the borrower. 
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Percentage based on an insufficient number of loans to be representative.
It may be noted from the foregoing table that with an increase in the size of the loan, there is in general a decrease in the rate charged. This is dub largely to the fact that the loans in the highest brackets are more selective and have much better security. Neither the treatment extended the borrowers nor the conditions relative to the loans were identical in the i,o42 cases. Perhaps a few examples will serve as illust'ations. (I) One borrower, a white married man whose salary is $35 a week, has worked for his present employer for 27 years. His wife's prolonged sickness necessitated the borrowing of $83 from four different loan companies in the amounts of. $25, $30, $8 and $io. The four loan companies charged this borrower $16 a month for the use of this money, and at the end of a year he still owed the $83 but had paid the loan companies $192 in interest. A friend finally came to his assistance and retired the loans.
(2) Another borrower, an employee of a lumber yard, with a salary of $io a week and a wife and three children to support borrowed $8 to pay his house rent. He paid the loan company $3.75 a week for three weeks and at the end of each of the three succeeding weeks he paid $i.50, $2 and $i.5o respectively. In spite of having paid $16.25 in six weeks on an $8 loan, the loan company requested $1.5o more from the borrower. The victim appealed to his white employer who readily supported his employee in refusing to pay the $i.5o.
(3) A third borrower, who had worked for a railroad for three years at a salary of $io a week, desired to buy his daughter a wedding present. He'offered a wage assignment as security and was extended a loan of $5. The loan, however, was discounted 84 cents and the borrower was required to repay the loan the following day. The annual interest rate on this loan was over 7,3oo%.
Although not nearly as numerous as in South Carolina, high-rate loan companies enjoy a flourishing business in North Carolina. The rates are somewhat lower. Occasionally a dollar interest charge is made on a $5 loan for 30 days; an annual rate of 240%. Usually, however, it is required that the $5 be repaid in four weekly installments of $i.5o each. Under this plan the annual rate is 416%. When $io loans are repaid according to agreement in installments of $1.65 a week for eight weeks or $24o every two weeks for 12 weeks the rate is approximately 369% and 326% respectively.
The :oo borrowers interviewed in North Carolina during the past summer were employees of cotton and hosiery mills, laundries and municipalities. The following table shows the annual rates charged on zoo loans to both white persons and Negroes. The rates are classified on the basis of the amount of the loan and the race of the borrower Before the passage of the Uniform Small Loan Act in Minnesotal in 1939 many high rate lenders operated within the state. In an investigation conducted by the Minneapolis Legal Aid Society in 1937 a total of 307 loans made by 2o8 borrowers were studied. The average interest rate on these loans was about z2e per annum, with some exceeding iooo%. 9 The investigation conducted by the Better Business 1939 , contains statistics which lend general support to the accuracy of the findings of the above mentioned organizations. A district court appointed a receiver to impound the notes and documents of a loan company in Minneapolis. The following is a quotation from the decision of the Supreme Court showing the findings of the receiver after examination of the records of the loan company."
"From examination of the books and evidences of indebtedness of defendant's (Metro Loan Company) business, taken over when appointed, the receiver makes an affidavit showing the existence of 595 loans, upon which there still appears unpaid in excess of $14,000, although of the total sums loaned of $14,400, over $20,000 has been repaid. It is further shown that of these loans only four were $ioo each, all the rest were in sums of $50 and less. The interest rate on each loan is shown. Only in five cases was it less than ioo per cent per annum. These five were 76, 82, 87, 94 and 96 per cent per annum. In the other 590 loans the interest rate per annum would average well over 300 per cent, one exceeding iooo per cent."
The Better Business Bureau in Dallas, Texas, as in Minneapolis, found tha, exorbitant rates of interest were being charged. Within a ten-week period i,ooo complaints involving 2,554 loans, totaling $55,767.23, made with 72 lending companies were filed with the Better Business Bureau of Dallas. The annual interest rates charged' 2 ranged from 120% to II314/ with an average rate of 271.68%/.
It may be noted that studies made of the small loan problem in the Carolinas, Kansas, Missouri, Oklahoma, Minnesota and Texas uniformly reveal the fact that a vast number of the residents of those states have been burdened with immense interest charges levied by unregulated lenders. Perhaps this serious problem may be solved as the people of Minnesota hoped it would, be when its legislature passed the Uniform Small Loan Act in 1939. Missouri's small loan law was made more effective by its legislature's approval of several amendments in 1939 but unfortunately in the Carolinas, Kansas, Oklahoma and Texas opposition has been sufficient to defeat legislation which would relieve the plight of the borrowers of small amounts. 
